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Abstract
Increasingly, students with disabilities are being placed in general education classroom;
defined as inclusion, to be educated with students without disabilities. Proponents
such as parents, professionals, economists, researchers, and the general public are
recommending a change in the continuum of services and a move toward a more
integrated setting. Supporters proclaim: (a) special education is discriminating
because it segregates students, (b) combining special education with general education
will decrease the ever expanding budget, and (c) the American educational system is
lacking and a “higher quality” education is essential. But, current research is not
proving inclusion is a positive move forward as seen in the literature review. Students
with disabilities are not demonstrating significant improvements academically. The
study included an administrator, a special education teacher, ten general education
teachers, and a paraprofessional involved in inclusive programming and the training
those individuals received in preparation of the implementation of inclusion.
Nevertheless, only half of the participants received training and of those that received
training it was very minimal, to say the least.

CHAPTER ONE
The Problem
Inclusion is defined as.

the philosophy of integrating students with all ^ e s

and severity of disability, into a general education class setting with age appropriate
peers” (Smith & Cross, 1994, p. 1), or defined as separate special education
placements fisr all students (National Association of State Boards of Education, 1992).
Inclusion has drawn the attention of many people such as, parents, professionals,
economists, researchers, and the general public who are involved and/or concerned
with the educational system. Students with disabilities are presently provided an
individualed program by a Multidisciplinary Education Team ^dET) in which they
decide on delivery of services in the most appropriate placement (Bender, Vail, &
Scott, 1995). Also, IDEA requires student’s to be placed in the Least Restrictive
Environment (LRE) (Turnbull, 1986). LRE mandates qualified personnel to examine
the continuum of services and choose the best delivery model. Currently, students
with disabilities are evaluated and placement is decided on a case-by-case basis as to
insure students with disabilities do receive quality services to meet their needs.
However, inclusion moves away fi'om case-by-case placement decisions, thus creating
a critical problem. “That is full-time placement o f all students with learning disabilities
in mainstream classrooms will result in the failure of some to obtain an appropriate
education or one fi'om which they will benefit. No doubt general education can be
made more accommodating of student diversity through important innovations such as
1

cooperative learning, but we believe that there are limits on just how resourceful and
responsive the mainstream can become” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995, p.524).
Importance of the Study
The population of students with disabilities are in need of services that
specifically address their deficits. Parents, professionals, economists, researchers, and
the general public concerned with the success of students with disabilities need to
realize that these students are not equal academically. Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) noted
nationwide, 2.25 million students, nearly one-half of all students with disabilities are
learning disabled. Of these 2.25 million students with disabilities it may be true that
some are mislabeled and should be included in the general education classroom. But,
it should not be assumed that this new approach will automatically be a positive
academic experience for students with disabilities who are truly learning disabled. Full
inclusionists appear unmoved by the well-publicized statements of the groups such as
Learning Disabilities Association, the National Joint Committee on Learning
Disabilities, and the Division of Learning Disabilities of the Council for Exceptional
Children who firmly support special education placements and consider fiiU-inclusion a
hazard to the provision of an appropriate education (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995). Also, a
1994 governmental study discovered that students with disabilities who spent full-time
in integrated classrooms failed more frequently than those who spent only some of the
time in the integrated classroom (Arnold & Dodge, 1994). Another study conducted
by Carlberg and Kavale (1980) analyzed 50 independent studies of special classes

verses the general education classroom. These researchers concluded “special classes
were...signiScantly inferior to regular class placement for students with below average
Intelligence quotients, and significantly superior to regular class for behaviorally
disordered, emotionally disturbed, and learning disabled children” (p. 295). Another
study conducted by Deno, Maruyama, Espin, and Cohen (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995) found
well-constructed part time special education placements were favored over full-time
general education placement for achievement. Lastly, Madden and Slavin wrote,
“Students closest in achievement level to the regular students benefit most fi'om
assignment to the regular class, whereas students with much more serious learning
problems gain most in special classes” (p.530).
Background of the Study
Inclusive instuctional programs have received heightened attention with those
interested and efifected by education such as parents, professionals, economists,
researchers, and the general public and recommend a change in the continuum of
services that are presently being delivered and move toward a more integrated
curriculum of both special and regular education. The current trend to integrate
students with disabilities in the general education classroom has been advanced by the
following explanations. Firstly, supporters of inclusion, such as Winston fi'om the
U.S. Department of Education ( Brown v_Board of Education: The Challenge for
Today’s Schools. 1996) proclaimed special education is discriminating against students
with disabilities by segregating them fi'om their same age, nondisabled peers. It is said

that separate programming is unequal. Albert Shanker, the President of the American
Federation of Teacher’s (AFT), asked if separation due to the color of ones skin is
same as separation because of ones of educational needs (Shanker, 1994)? Being
treated the same, is not being treated equal (Shanker, 1994). As educators, we need to
decide if being in the company of one’s peers is of greater value than opportunities
such as intensive instruction, individual delivery, deliberate organization, planned and
focal responses, long term goals, plans for meeting specific needs, adopting material,
and monitoring progress (Zigmond & Baker, 1995).
i
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Secondly, some supporters of inclusion believes combining special education

I
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with general education will reduce the ever expanding budget of education (Zigmond,
1995). Inclusion has been propose as a solution to reducing the ever expanding
educational budget. However, a call toward more fimding for education should be
made, promoting the idea that education is an investment into our human resources
(National Commision on Excellence in Education, 1983). A 1982 Gallop Poll found
people feel education is the major foundation strengthening our nation. Our
educational system cannot improve with less funding and more integration.
Lastly, some supporters of inclusion are dissatisfied and concerned with the
American educational system, and have asked for “higher quality” education
(Marshall, 1995; School Survival Guide, 1996 ). Considering the dissatisfaction with
the American educational system, are general education teachers qualified to teach our
increasingly diverse group of mildly disabled students they are seeing in their classes?

If these teachers are not qualified to teach students with disabilities, how is inclusion a
solution to improving our educational system? The push toward “higher quality”
education is not going to come about fi’om unqualified professionals teaching students
with disabilities. A survey conducted by the AFT, found 45% of general education
teachers have received special training to teach students with disabilities (Peter D Hart
Research Associates, 1995). In addition, if a school district fails to enable “all
children” to meet the performance standard promoted by Goals 2000, the local school
board and superintendent could lose jurisdiction and “alternative governing
procedures” could be put into place (Holland, 1994). Ironically, the efforts to reduce
the budget of education, through the implementation of inclusive programming, in
turn, the local school districts could be penalized monetarily. These statements seem to
be reasonable, but good research is lacking to prove that special learners benefit fi’om
the integrated classroom. That is, does inclusion mearly promote exclusion fi’om the
instruction students with disabilities need in order to be successful academically.
Students with disabilities academic gain must not be sacrificed fi’om the need to
be politically correct by protecting our students with disabilities fi’om segregation and
the want to be economically efGcient through inclusive programming. Special
education is designed to help students develop those skills and behaviors that will
allow them to succeed in the general education classroom, and their every day lives.
Purpose of the Study
Many mildly handicapped students need specially trained teachers to evaluate

and remedied their specific areas of weakness in order for them to be successful
learners. The effort to move our special learners into the integrated setting, through
the course of inclusion, needs further research to ensure this move is successful and
academically beneficial to student’s with disabilities. The purpose of this study is to
surv^ administrators, regular education teachers, special education teachers, and
paraprofessionals who are involved in inclusion programs be. The study will inquire
the types of training th^r have received and the intensiveness and deration of that
training to successfully participate in inclusion.

CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review
inclusion refers to the philosophy of integrating students with all types and
severities of disabilities, into a general education class setting with age appropriate
peers” (Smith & Cross, 1994, p.l). Recently, inclusive instructional programs have
received heightened attention by several groups. Firstly, parents and professionals,
have focused their attention on inclusion because they believe special education
programming promotes segregation, and they view segregation as wrong. Secondly,
economists involved with the ever expanding budget have focused their attention on
inclusion because they believe that combining special and general education will help
to save money. Thirdly, researchers who study students with disabilities have focused
their attention on this issue because they believe integration will enhance social
competence and change the attitudes of teachers and students without disabilities
(Stainback & Stainback, 1985). Lastly, the general public has focused it’s attention on
this issue because of dissatisfaction and concern for the American educational system
(Marshall, 1995).
Theses groups positions seem to be reasonable and support the notion that
special and general education could benefit fi'om a collaborative program of
integration (Smith & Cross, 1994). However, in defining special education, setting is
not the crucial element. “Place is only one element to consider within the broader
context of what needs to be taught, at what intensity, with what materials and

889strategies, at what pace, and in what place, leads one to challenge the
meaningfulness of the mainstream curriculum for all students and to define the goals of
special education as individuals achieve” (Zigmond & Baker, 1995, p.246).
Furthermore, this is supported by Fuchs and Fuchs (1994), whom stated the success of
students with disabilities depends greatly on intense and systematical instruction
uncommon to general education classrooms.
These groups are quick to move to fiiU inclusion of students with disabilities
into the general education classroom. However, they do so with little evidence
suggesting if inclusion is beneficial for student’s achievement. Few inclusion models
have been examined and studied by researchers leaving little understanding if inclusion
is something of the fiiture. Moreover, groups such as the Learning Disabilities
Association, the National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities, and the Division
of Learning Disabilities of the Council for Exceptional Children strongly support the
special education continuum and consider full inclusion a threat to the provision of an
appropriate education to every student with a disability (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995). Is
inclusion in the best interest of the students with disabilities? Or, is inclusion a fad or a
quick “fix”?
Researchers, Zigmond, Baker, Jenkins, Jenkins,Deno, Fuchs, Fuchs, and
Couthino have been involved with designing, implementing, and examining five models
of inclusion and have found varying results regarding their effectiveness. The purpose
of this chapter is to; (a) describe three of these five models of inclusion; (b) critically
8

examine the components of each model; and (c) highlight each models effect on
student’s achievement (social and academic).
The research studies included in the review were identified through the
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) CD-ROM database for years 19891997. The keyword search included “models”, “learning disabilities”, and “inclusion”.
Through an ancestral search, specific authors were noted fi’om articles earlier
identified. The models reviewed had to meet the following criteria: (a) The model
examined had to include learning disabled students who had been identified by a multi
disciplinary team; (b) Academic performance had to be defined and compared to
students without disabilities; (c) The model had to be described so its specific
components could be identified.
The models were reviewed individually and the following components were
identified; (a) purpose of research, (b) overview of the method, (c) general overview
of each mode, (d) framework o f each model, (e) student’s inclusive experience, (£)
services of student with disabilities, and (g) teacher’s roles. At the end of each model
summary, a brief conclusion will be given as to the effectiveness and/or drawbacks of
the approach with respect to academic and social outcomes. The end of the review
will summarize the findings and a conclusion will be drawn as the effectiveness of the
inclusive programming for learning disabled students.

Overview
In the spring of 1993, five well-established elementary inclusion models.

servicing students with learning disabilities were visited and the delivery o f services
ofifered in these inclusive models was documented. The five sites were chosen because
of their geographical variety and their approach to fidl-time integration o f student with
disabilities. The sites were located in Virginia, Pennsylvania, Minnesota, Kansas, and
Washington. (The later three were reviewed in this paper.) The names o f the schools
were changed to maintain confidentiality (Zigmond, 1995).
During a two-day visit to the various schools, one elementaiy-grade and one
intermediate-grade student’s educational experiences was examined.
The purpose of their research was to examine and carefully describe
educational programs of students with disabilities in the inclusive classroom across the
country. The focus was on students with learning disabilities because these students
were the largest segment of students being served in special education. ^Nationwide,
2.25 million students, nearly one-half of all students with disabilities, are certified as
having learning disabilities” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995, p. 525). An administrator selected
the individual students and arranged for permission to collect data on these students
and scheduled time to talk with teachers and parents. Notes were taken within the
classroom as to the experience of the students, the services the students received, and
the roles of the teachers. Interviews were taken fi'om student, his or her parents,
general and special education teachers, and the principal and special education
supervisor of the building. Interview protocols were designed for the research project.
The target students with disabilities and the students without disabilities completed the
10

Reading and Mathematic subtests of the Basic Academic Skills Samples (BASS).
Mean scores for each class of students were compared to the norms derived from
large-scale testing in Minnesota. Individual scores for each class were also converted
into 2-scores to compare each target student’s reading level to his or her classmates.
These comparisons were used to determine if students with disabilities were integrated
into low-achieving classrooms and weather individual achievement of students with
disabilities was low in relation to the class. Additional information was collected such
as, standardized testing, reasons for referrals, and Individual Educational Programing.
Lastly, in efforts to understand the inclusive model to its fullest extent, copies of
report cards, parent/student handbooks, IE? forms, and a local description of the
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inclusive model were obtained.
Model A: Inclusion in Kansas
Overview of the Model
The Kansas model was reviewed by Zigmond (1995). The Kansas model was
in its fourth year implementing its own variation of the Hudson Class-Within-a-Class
Model (Reynaud, Pfannenstiel, & Hudson, 1987), which is called the Collaborative
Teaching Model (CTM). The model included three special education and five general
education teachers. The teachers volunteered to participate in the model. The CTM
focused on direct instruction, modified materials, assignments, and tests, remediation
with study buddy, and extra practice for all students, disabled or non-disabled. These
techniques were delivered through co-teaching of both special and general education
11

teachers. Specific services delivered to students with disabilities included, direct
instruction in large group, by the special education teacher, modified materials, extra
practice, and 1 to 1 help fi'om peer.
Framework of the Model
Knights Elementary school was an urban school with an enrollment of about
I

315 students. Forty-five of the students were labeled learning disabled or educable

i

mentally impaired. The CTM model required a significant number of students with

i

disabilities (seven to eight) at each grade level. The school building did not generate
enough referrals for the program, resulting in a recruitment of students with disabilities
i

'

to transfer fi'om other buildings (Baker & Zigmond, 1996). No distinction in the CTM
curriculum was made among these two groups.
Funds fi'om Kansas Department of Education helped to implement the CTM.
Three special education and five general education teachers volunteered to participate
in the model however. The model emphasized a high standard on placing students with

;

disabilities in classrooms with only teachers who wanted to participate in the inclusive
program. Both, the principal and teachers, stated the success of the program
depended on teachers who wanted to participate in the inclusive model.
Literature distributed by the school stated no more than 40% of the students in
the CTM classroom have disabilities. The CTM classrooms had three to five students
less than their general education counterparts not participating in the CTM At the
primary level, one special education teacher was paired with one first-grade teacher
12

and one second-grade teacher. The special education teacher spent three hours, five
days per week in each classroom. At the intermediate level three teachers (one thirdgrade teacher, one fourth-grade teacher, and one fifth-grade teacher) were paired with
two special education teachers. The special education teachers spent two hours, four
times per week in the CTM setting.
Collaborative planning was built into the schedule however, planning time was
not always continuous. That is, it was fi’equently interrupted. Planning was formerly
conducted once a week, although impromptu planning seemed to occur all the time.
During planning, roles of the special education teacher and general education teacher
were not defined, but what and how the curriculum would be taught was determined.
There was no distribution of responsibilities, both teachers did everything together.
The general education teacher stated whoever teaches, the special education teacher or
herself just sort of happens. Planning was directed at the activity level (what
assignment or worksheet would the group be given, not at the level o f the individual
student, (what unique assignment or worksheet will be developed for the individual
child. The special education teacher contended that the general education teacher and
her were very different people. She stated conflict was inevitable, so a compromise
was accepted. The special education teacher stated, for example on Monday they
would teach her idea and on Tuesday they would teach the regular education teacher’s
idea.
The special education teachers spent all their time in the CTM classrooms
13

teaching, implementing thinking strategies, and modifying materials. As the
collaborative partner, the special education teacher did not feel isolated, but had others
to share the responsibilities. Occasionally, the special education teacher was pulled
from the CTM classroom to frilfill duties due to the charge of special education, for
example, student referrals or attending an lEP meeting. The general education teacher
filled the traditional role of a teacher, rendering support and instruction to all learners
in the classroom.
The teaching of strategies, such as the Cognitive Curriculum for Young
Children (in the primary grades) and Building Thinking Skills (in the intermediate
grades) was a major feature of the CTM, and the responsibility to teach third
curriculum fell on the special education teacher. These strategies were various types
of thinking skills that enhanced students writing, reading, and mathematics abilities.
An overview of two students, who were observed in the inclusive setting, over
the course of two days was described. The following elements were examined; the
student’s inclusive experience, the students services, and the roles of the teachers.
Lastly, a final summary of the findings was described.
Students’ Experiences within the Model
Andrew’s inclusive experience. Andrew, a student with learning disabilities,
was a student in a class of 18 students, seven students were learning disabled. On the
Basic Academic Skills Sample (BASS) reading subtest, he earned an average score of
1.5 correct choices (z = -.61), his score tying for the rank of 13.5 of 18. The other
14

students with disabilities in the class earned ranks of 9, 10.5, 12, 13.5, 16, and 18.
Andrew performed in the middle range of the students with disabilities on the reading
subtest. The average reading score for the students without disabilities was 4.35,
below average (6.6 + 3.3) for spring of second grade. On the BASS math subtest, his
score was 6.5 (r = .40), with a rank of 5.5 of 18. The remaining students with
disabilities earned rank order scores in math of 4, 9, 14, 15, 16.5, and 16.5. Andrew
performed at the lowest end of students with disabilities on the math subtest. The
average score of the students without disabilities was 5.5, well below the average
(10.8 + 3.3) for second graders on a spring testing.
Andrew demonstrated serious learning problems in the first grade, which was
when he was referred for special education. The original reason for referral was to
hold a place for Andrew in the collaborative classroom. Nothing in the school records
indicated an I.Q. test had been conducted. On the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
(CTBS), he scored in the 37th percentile in reading and in the 47th percentile in math
during kindergarten. He scored in the 3rd percentile in reading and 54th in math at the
end of first grade. He was found to be at a 2.1 grade level on the Brigance. On the
Test of Written Language he scored 9 on vocabulary and word usage subtests and an
11 on Thematic Maturity and 4 on Spelling. His Written Language Quotient was 83.
(fis lEP indicated he would spend 100% of the time in general education
classes. Annual goals were to correct grammar and mechanics in writing and increase
fi'om level one to level two in the reading series.
15

Andrew’s desk was arranged along with the rest of the class in a large open
square. He was seated next to his study buddy in the back of the room. Andrew’s
classroom was very animated, including lots of writing, posters, and pictures on the
walls. However, the intensity of the instructional program was unhurried, relaxed, and
creative.
A twenty-five minute block was given for Journal writing. Andrew produced
three short sentences within that time, even with the help of his study buddy.
Following journal writing, Andrew participated in a spelling review, dictating spelling
words to his partner, in which he needed help fi’om his teacher to read. The allotted
time for review was up, giving Andrew no time to practice reciting his spelling words.
A math lesson had students practicing the use of fi-actions by making English mufSn
pizzas (a Vz cup of this, a 1/4 cup of that, etc. .) and had the students write in their
journals indicating the thinking skills the student’s used. During the 20 minutes
allotted for this activity, Andrew wrote one sentence and did not get to identify the
thinking skill. An afiemoon activity directed students to decide on a business that
would use the thinking skill students previously identified in their journals. Andrew’s
partner chose the business and wrote three skills needed and handed the paper to
Andrew. The partner dictated two more skills word-by-word to Andrew, at times
letter-by-letter.
On the second day of the observation, the morning opened with a lesson fi'om a
local police oflBcer. Andrew started to drift, but his partner redirected him. The
16

previous days business lesson was then continued. Andrew’s partner finished the
given problem and handed him the paper, prescribing the solution. Further into the
activity, his partner guided him through the decision making process. That lasted all
afternoon. Partner reading was the last activity of the day, but Andrew read silently in
his own book.
Services provided to Andrew. Special services for Andrew consisted of a
study buddy and a discriminate spelling list fi'om the students without disabilities. The
special education teacher stated that Andrew was treated the same as students without
iisabilities, only she did state a shoulder tap and questioning to check for
understanding was used to keep the students with disabilities on task. The general
education teacher felt Andrew was challenging himself more, he was not becoming
fiiistrated as easily. She stated he has grown tremendously this year in written
language, attitude, and risk taking. His attitude toward school had improved. He had
demonstrated ability to begin a given task without assistance from a teacher. The
special education teacher noted that improvements in written expression had occurred
since being placed in the collaborative classroom.
The general education teacher, when asked if Andrew had any special needs,
responded that he truly did not. She believed that written language gave him
problems, but math was not as low as reading. The general education teacher, in
reference to the other students with disabilities, said that special education consisted of
a specific management plan or a reduction in workload. She stated fiirther, if students
17

have done as much as they can do with an assignment then she was happy. If the
students with disabilities have trouble in writing, they are not expected to write pages
in their journal, the specific skill just needs to be seen for example, capitalization and
punctuation.
Andrew's teacher’s roles. Classroom instruction was provided by the general
education teacher and supported by the special education teacher, when she was in the
room. The special education teacher inteqected with questions, directing the
questions toward all of the students in the classroom. Generally, when both teachers
were in the room, they shared instruction, directed attention to main ideas, asked
questions to check for understanding, and edited work to reduce assignment volume.
The special education teacher liked teaming in the collaborative classroom
because she felt it was easier to get around to all the students in the room. The
general education teacher stated that the students with disabilities only had to
demonstrate knowledge of a given skill in the integrated classroom and are not
expected to meet the same productivity level as students without disabilities.
The teachers both used a color coded, response-cost behavior management
system. All students started on green each new day. A misbehavior would result in
the lose of green to yellow, than finally to red.
Glady s inclusive experience. Gladys, a fifth-grade student with learning
disabilities, was one of eight students with disabilities in a class of twenty-one. On the
BASS reading subtest, she earned an average score of 3.7 ( z = -1.33), ranking her
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20th of 21 students. The other students with disabilities ranked 8, 12.5, 12.5, 14, 18,
and 21. Gladys performed at the top range of students with disabilities on the reading
subtest. The average reading score of students without disabilities was 9.5, which was
below average (12.5 = + 3.9) for fifth grade in the spring. The math subtest score was
8 (z = -1.03), ranking her 18.5th o f 21. The remaining students with disabilities
ranked 10, 12.5, 16, 17, and 20. Gladys performed at the top range of students with
disabilities on the math subtest. The average student without disabilities earned 17.3,
which was again below average (26.8 + 9.3) for fifth grade for the spring.
Gladys attended a developmental kindergarten, and was retained in first-grade.
She received resource services for those two years. She then was placed in the CTM
classroom, for the past three years. During a réévaluation in second-grade, she scored
79 on the Wechsler Intelligence for Children (WISC-R) Full Scale (74 Verbal and 87
Performance). Moreover, she performed at a first-grade level in reading on the
Woodcock-Johnson Phycho-Educational Battery.
Full-time placement in regular education was decided with annual goals
directed toward meeting the requirements of her general education courses.
Glady s desks, along with the other students in the general education class was
arranged in a U-shape. Rules were posted on the walls for Gladys to see, and
transitions were clear for her to follow.
During math class Gladys was observed participating and volunteering
answers, but it appeared she was guessing. She worked with her partner throughout
19

reading, discussing and reviewing vocabulary words. The next assigned task was to
complete questions independently about the book the class was reading. On
completion of the assignment, the general education teacher reviewed elements of a
story map. The students were not listening to the lesson so the general education
teacher assigned groups to complete the task over. Glady s partner helped her read
the text, find the answers, and spell individual words. During a science lesson, Gladys
was assigned to a partner to complete a hands on project with batteries in a circuit.
The partners were asked to predict which circuit would product a brighter light.
These predictions were made on paper and then were tested.
In speaking with Gladys’s mother about her daughter’s inclusive experience,
she stated her daughter was motivated by her placement with general education peers
and was making academic progress. The general education teacher agreed that the
CTM classes improved self-esteem and all students learned strategies, not just the
students with disabilities.
Services provided to Gladys. Special services consisted of two teachers four
hours per day and extensive use of pairing. The strategies for instruction were graphic
organizers and hands on activities. The classroom utilized an extensive use of
partnering. While partnering, Gladys was helped with oral reading, finding answers,
and the spelling of words. Gladys saw two teachers in the room, and both were
available to her for help. As class instruction was provided, the special and general
education teacher asked questions, prompted, and monitored all students. If needed,
20

Gladys was pulled into the hallway by the special education teacher for one-on-one
help in written language, if she was struggling, to learn some strategies in how to
come up with an answer. The use of name cards and name sticks was two ways
observed to manage the classroom.
Glady s teacher’s role. Both special and general education teachers were in the
classroom four hours per day using a variety of strategies such as, graphic organizers
and hands-on projects. The teachers manage the room with name cards and names on
sticks. Both teachers monitored, prompted, and asked questions of students.
According to the general education teacher, the CTM curriculum was the same as that
of the other fifth-grade classes. She explained that the curriculum was not sugar
coated. She stated further, it was my responsibility to teach the unit and the special
education teacher’s responsibility to give advice and throw in strategies. The special
education teacher expressed Gladys struggled in fifth grade. She randomly pulled her
when she was struggling. Though, she admitted there was little time to work one-onone with students. The special education teacher admitted that Gladys was pretty
much treaded like the rest of the class.
Summary. In reviewing the CTM model, many drawbacks seem to surface even
though this well planned model was implemented with the best intentions fi-om college
professors, school administrators, and teachers. The following drawbacks were
observed:
(a) In the CTM classes, though the integrated classes were reduced 3-5
21

students less that the general classrooms, the number of students with
disabilities was high, averaging seven students with disabilities per classroom.
(b) The model was not a school wide effort, holding a small proportion of the
school responsible for the success of the CTM model.
(c) The collaborative teaching model did provide two teachers 40-60% of the
day, to be in the classroom at the same time (provided special mandated duties
i

I

did not take the special education teacher out of the classroom). But, the
infrequent planning time did not address individual abilities or define the

!

individual roles o f the teachers.

f

(d) Individualized planning was not evident in the model. One special
education teacher stated that there was no difiference in expectations of the
students with disabilities. They were all students were treated alike.
(e) Training was not documented for teachers, support staff or students. A
great reliance was placed on the study buddy or partner to assist, redirect, and
motivate students with disabilities. It was observed that the partners easily
gave answers to students with disabilities.
(Q The continuum of services was not maintained. That is services such as
resource room were not maintained for those students with disabilities that
needed more specialized instruction than the regular education classroom
could provide.
(g) Lastly, neither students observed to be gaining academically in the CTM
22

classroom. There was no evidence observed or provided through testing to
prove these students with disabilities were benefiting academically. At best,
the teachers, and one parent felt, that there was an improvement in the
student’s self-esteem.
Model B: Inclusion in Washington
Overview of the Model.
The University of Washington researchers helped the staff integrate students
with learning disabilities into the general education setting in September of 1988.
Baker and Zigmond (1995) observed and described the model. University
involvement continued for 4 years with continual reducing support. The inclusive
programming included the whole school and all the teachers received in-service
training. The design included Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition
(CIRC), Reading Mastery, cross-age tutoring, in-class specialist teaching, CurriculumBased Measurement (CBM), teacher assisted teams. Skills for Schools Success, Active
Mathematics, and collaborative planning. Special services provided in the general
education classroom replaced resource programming.
Framework of the Model.
Worthington Elementary School was a school o f400 students, grades
kindergarten through sixth grade, 42 of the students were learning disabled. These
students attend their home school. There was two to three classes at each grade-level
and 30% were Mexican American. The principal stated any given class could have
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been predominately “at risk”.
The whole school participated in service training. All teachers received some
in-class, co-teaching support from the special education teacher or support staff! All
the inclusive teachers were expected to change in instructional processes that were
intended to help students with disabilities. It was noted that teachers unwilling to
work with students with disabilities were given the choice to transfer to another
building in the district.
In completing their fifth year of the design, CIRC had been modified and pullout services added. Two-thirds of the students were receiving additional help outside
of the classroom such as, special education groups before and after school, Reading
Mastery groups, and enrichment activities. Also, special educational personnel had
developed support roles.
The special education teacher worked with one class at each grade level with
the help of an assistant in alternating rooms. The special education teacher facilitated
cross-age tutoring, conducted Reading Mastery groups, taught extended school day
remedial groups, instructed one-on-one, monitored individual behavioral interventions
and modified academic assignments.
The special education teacher’s day was so busy, co-plaining periods were not
built into her day. Collaborating with other teachers happened in passing.
Two students with disabilities, one second-grader and one sixth-grader were
observed over the course of two days in the inclusive setting. The various elements
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were examined; (a) the students inclusive experience, (b) the services the students
received, (c) the roles o f the teachers, and (d) a final summary of the model and its
findings.
Students' Experiences within the Model
Jennifer's inclusive experience. Jennifer, the only student with disabilities in a
second-grade class of 22, earned a score of 3.S ( z = 0.28) on the reading subtest of
the BASS, ranking 9th in her class. The average class score fisr the remainder of the
class was 2.9. The average score for second-graders on a spring testing was (6.6 +
3.3). On the math subtest, she scored a 7.0 ( z = 0.47), ranking her 8th of 22 students.
The average classroom score was 6.0, well below the average ( 10.8 + 3.3) for
second-grade in the spring.
Referral for special education in the first grade was due to delays in reading
and language. She had a Full Scale I Q of 78 on the WISC-R at the time of referral.
Jennifer's lEP objectives focused on reading, comprehension, written language, and
math. She participated full time in general education.
Jennifer's desk was one of four desks arranged in a cluster in the inclusive
classroom. In the inclusive classroom Jennifer met with three of her classmates for a
Reading Mastery group out in the hallway with the special education teacher. After
returning to class, she completed two worksheets in the course of an hour. She was
observed being “off tasid' for most of the hour. Reading demonstrated to be a difficult
task for Jennifer, but she followed directions, listened to the teacher, and read with her
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partner. The teacher dictated words to the class during spelling. Jennifer could not
keep up the pace and copied from her teammate in front of her, and then from the
partner n«ct to her. The general education teacher complimented her for her correct
word list. Mathematics instruction began with a worksheet on money. Students
complained Jennifer was cheating by copying answers. Jennifer did not demonstrate
understanding of math concepts. During a final math lesson, she did not listen, but
copied from her fiiend’s work.
For peer tutoring, Jennifer went to the all-purpose room. The tutor directed
her to read. Fluency was poor and Jennifer read word-by-word. The tutor continually
kept Jennifer on task.
Services provided to Jennifer Special services for Jennifer consisted of
modification of the amount of work assigned, extra practice during cross-age tutoring,
and small group instruction. The special education teacher monitored behaviors and
reinforced them with candy. The special education stated that volume was decreased
but, the main goal in the classroom was the students with disabilities demonstrate
understanding of the concepts taught.
Jennifer’s teacher’s roles. The special education teacher described her role as
offering instruction that supported what the students with and without disabilities did
in the classroom. Depending on what was needed, additional assistance may have
been within the classroom or at a different time of the day. The special education
teacher stated her day began at 7:30, teaching an extended day for an hour. She was
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in and out of the inclusive classrooms until 10:30 where she held class wide peer
tutoring sessions. She held a group called “lunch bunch” which gave support for
general education math instruction. The rest of the day she was in the inclusive
classrooms. The special education teacher stated she could plan with the inclusive
teachers after 2:15, which was at the end of the day.
She also stated she did not have co-planning time with the teachers. If planning time
I

was found, discussion was based on what was being taught in the classroom. The

Î

discussion usually was about modifying assignments. The general education teacher
i

participated in the traditional role of teaching. She also walked around the room and
monitored students as thy worked in groups.
Steve’s inclusive experience. Steve was one of two students with learning
disabilities in a sixth-grade classroom o f 26 students. He earned an average score of
7.5 ( z = 0.78) on the BASS reading subtest and ranked 20th of 26. The other student
with disabilities earned a rank of 17. The average score of the students without
disabilities was 11.8, which was below average (14.2 + 4.1) of sixth graders in the
spring. The other student with disabilities earned a rank of 19 on the math subtest.
On the BASS math subtest, he earned a score of 12( z = -1.09), ranking him 23th of
26. The average score for students without disabilities was 24.4, which was average
(30.6 + 12.0) for sixth grade in the spring.
Steve had returned to the public school fi'om a home school program which he
attended through third-grade. He was referred to special education in kindergarten in
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one district and first-grade in another district. At the time of referral he had a Full
Scale I Q of 92 on the WISC-R, and a grade equivalent of 2.0 in reading and 2.4 in
mathematics on the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery.
His Individual Education Plan (DEP) objectives focused on reading
comprehension, sentence structure, and mathematics computation.
He participated in an extended day, four days per week, fi-om 7:30 a m. to 8:30
a m., in a small group. The small group worked on literature, math, and previewing
lessons for the day. His father said it was a challenge getting Steve out of bed for the
extended program, the morning time was hard for his son. However, he felt the extra
time with the special education teacher had a positive effect on Steve.
Steve sat in an arrangement of four desks which were clustered to facilitated
teamwork. The classroom was abundant in materials, books, instructional aides, and
technology for the use of the students.
As school started, Steve and his classmates completed a daily language activity
that involved copying sentences projected onto a screen fi’om an overhead
transparency. The students were asked to add capitalization and punctuation. The
general education teacher checked homework completion while the students were
engaged in the lesson. During science, Steve worked with his teammates on a packet
about animals. Each team took library books fi’om the back of the room to use for
their assignment. Steve was observed looking at the books and talking with his
partners but did not write anything in his packet. He was off task until the teacher
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intervened, the general education teacher helped Steve find information about Hermit
Crabs and wrote his answers. Further into the lesson, Steve was observed looking at
his book and played with his pencil. Closer examination revealed Steve’s science
packet was mostly blank. Later, Steve worked on map skills with his teammates,
learning the map skills through the study of Argentina. Steve and his teammates
looked through books, talked about the country, and printed information on individual
copies of a map. The general education teacher helped Steve find information about a
city and complimented him on his printing skills. During math class, the teacher set up
a math problem on the overhead while the students followed the same procedure on
paper. Steve’s teammates helped him set up the problem. The general education
teacher asked Steve what to add and he answered, with help fi'om his teammates. The
general education teacher checked Steve’s work and talked him through the problems.
Steve was observed looking at a novel during silent reading but did not turn the pages.
The general education teacher came and sat with Steve and another student and they
read aloud fi'om the novel. Steve was asked to read aloud. He read slowly, but
steadily. Late in the afternoon, the special education teacher entered the room and
monitored Steve as he was listening quietly to the classroom discussion about the
Medieval period.
Services Steve received Modifications in assignments, small group practice
before school, and peer assistance were Steve’s special services. The special educator
stated modifications occurred only in spelling. She described modifications as being
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fewer spelling words. Sometimes, if there are unAmiliar words, the general education
teacher will delete some of those words and put on some of the more frequently used
words. Steve, also participated in class wide peer tutoring three time a week, which
reinforced what was taught in the integrated classroom. The general education
teacher described the class wide peer tutoring as reinforcement, reteaching what the
general education teacher was doing in the class. The extended day instruction
provided rehearsal or extra practice of skills that were covered during the group
instruction in the general education classroom.
Steve’s teacher’s roles. The general education teacher taught in the general
education classroom in the traditional manner, while the special education teacher
supported the classroom through monitoring and instruction in small group, puU-aside
activities. The two teachers together modified materials when needed. The special
education teacher was responsible for the extended day, which resembled the
traditional resource instruction, reinforcing math and literature assignments for the
given day. The general education teacher integrated class wide peer tutoring in his
classroom. It was used to reinforce and reteach what was being taught in the regular
education ciuriculum.
Summary
In reviewing the CTM model, many drawbacks seemed to surface even though
this well planned model was implemented with the best intentions from college
professors, school administrators, and teachers. The following drawbacks were
30

observed:
(a) The model incorporated many different components to insure the students
with disabilities were receiving enough remediation, but the individual
education o f the students with disabilities seemed to get lost in the shufiQe.
(b) It was noted by the principal the objective of the inclusive program was
students with disabilities had to only demonstrate knowledge of concepts
taught such as, grammar rules, and high productivity was not necessary.
However, both students with disabilities were observed being off task,
cheating, not completing assignments, not following directions, and not
demonstrating knowledge of concepts by the fact they were guessing.
(c) Special education assisted teaching in the integrated classroom seemed
minimal because the special education teacher was being overworked.
(d) A great reliance of teaming and peer tutoring was used to monitor the
students with disabilities. Behaviors, such as getting answers and accessibility
to copying from partners and tutors raises the question to the benefits of
pairing.
(e) No training, outside of the facilitating of the University, was noted for
teachers, support staff or students.
(f) Planning time was only in passing, which did not allow for collaboration of
a student, namely fiar assessment or remediation purposes. The program
depended on the organizational skills of the special educator considering her
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tight schedule.
(g) Modifications occurred in volume of assignments and tests for all learners.
Remediation occurred in small groups before and after school, while one-onone help was also given if need. This instruction was for all students, also no
individual planning was demonstrated for the special learner.
(h) The continuum of services was not preserved. That is services such as
resource room were not maintained for students with disabilities who may have
needed more support than they were receiving in the general education.
(I) The students did not appear to be gaining academically. Zigmond, Jenkins,
Fuchs, Deno, Fuchs, Baker, Jenkins, and Couthino (1995), in a three year
multi-study, part of which was conducted in Washington, comprised fall and
spring BASS reading performance scores of 13 students with disabilities. Of
the students with disabilities assessed in Washington, 38% surpassed the
standard error of measurement which indicated the students with disabilities
made a real growth in reading. However, this also means in one academic year
62% of the targeted students with disabilities failed to show gains in reading
achievement.
Model C: Inclusion in Minnesota
Overview of the Model
Momingside Public School District implemented a local inclusion model that
focused on alternative reading strategies. The teachers participation was strictly
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volunteer. The students with disabilities had a preset schedule however, th ^ were
clustered with other students with disabilities and pulled out for one-on-one. The
clustered groups and the one-on-one were taught by the special education teacher
though direct instruction. The special and general education teachers taught in the
inclusive setting to the whole group. Within the classroom, study buddies were used
to help students with disabilities.
Framework of the model
Madison Elementary School, a suburban school, had an enrollment of 410
students in grades kindergarten through fourth. There were three classes at each
grade-level. Students with disabilities attended their home schools (Baker & Zigmond,
1996). Of the 21 students with disabilities, 12 were students labeled learning disabled.
All the students with disabilities in-class, as well as pull-out services was received from
two special education teachers.
The intermediate school had an attendance of 1,650 fifth and sixth-graders. To
prepare students for junior high, a teaching exchange was developed. Special and
regular education teachers were divided into ten teams, averaging seven members each
proportionately among the students. One special education teacher was given to seven
of the ten teams.
Approximately 200 students were disabled. The continuum of services
provided included; self-contained classes, resource rooms, and inclusion in the general
classes.
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The model was developed by the local personnel. The teachers volunteered to
participate in the model. It was noted the success of the model depended on finding
teachers that wanted to participate. This model distributed as many students with
disabilities, as appropriate, in general classes. The in-class services consisted o f the
alternative reading program. The elementary-level used a variant of Orton-Gillingham,
as their alternate phonetic reading instructional program, while the intermediate level
used strategies in small group lessons. The teachers received special training to qualify
them to teach the alternate reading program. Initially, the alternate reading program
had been offered to students with disabilities. Students at-risk were included in the
program because of the success of the program, which was paid by special education
funds. However, at that time, the district adopted a new literature-based basil reading
program and many in the school district believed the new literature program placed
more students at-risk. Also, the state did not allow students without lEPs to be taught
by special education funds, which the alternating reading program was funded by
special education. The in-class special education program was designed to include
students with disabilities and students who were at-risk. Also, students with
disabilities participated in a puU-aside alternative reading instruction in the inclusive
setting, regardless of need, in a small group. These students also received
reinforcement of the reading skills taught in the alternating reading program, in a pullout resource room program, taught by the second special education teacher. The
principal replied as to the inconsistencies of having a special education teacher
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implement the alternative reading program within the general education classroom and
when she would leave the students with disabilities, th ^ would be taken to the
resource room for more reinforcement in reading skills taught in the alternating
reading program.
The special education reading program in the resource room was not
supporting the general education reading program which all students were taught.
Although, the puU-aside alternative reading program did support the general
educations reading program.
At the intermediate level, inclusion was based on team decisions. Students
with disabilities were distributed among the team teachers for homeroom and content
area classes. During reading and mathematics, students with disabilities were grouped
in one class and the special education teacher and the general education teacher had
the opportunity to co-teach.
At the intermediate level, no planning time was set aside for the special
education teacher within the general education classroom. The teachers generally took
time at the beginning of class to plan. At the primary level, the special education
resource teacher, who had students in the inclusive setting, had no planned time to
meet with the teachers in the classrooms or the inclusive special education teacher.
Support teachers and aides kept the line of communication open about the students
with disabilities within the inclusive setting. The resource teacher developed her own
lessons independent of the objectives taught in the inclusive classrooms. It was
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documented that she had no idea what was going on in the regular classrooms.
Students' Inclusive Experiences Within the Model
Charles' inclusive experience Charles, a second-grader, was diagnosed with
learning disabilities in first-grade. The WISC-R I Q test indicated ability in the high
average range. On the Kaufinan Test of Educational Achievement he achieved
standard scores of 97 in math computation and 79 in reading comprehension. The
Standford Achievement Test score was at the 27th percentile in Total Reading and
66th percentile in Total Math. Charles' lEP contained four reading, one math, and
I

one social objective.
He was the only student with disabilities in a class of 24 students. He scored a
3.38 ( z = -.76) on the BASS reading subtest, tying him the rank of 21.5th in the class.
The remainder of the class scored 6.5, average (6.6 + 3.3) for the spring of second
graders. Charles scored a 5.5 ( z = -1.51) on the math subtest, ranking 22nd of 24.
The average score for his classmates was 10.3, average (10.8 + 3.3) for second
graders in the spring.
Charles and a group of students left the general education class and went down
to the media center to read with an instructional aide fi'om a set of readers. The
instructional aide read aloud to the students. Charles followed the text with his finger,
word-by-word. Frequently, the other students would ask where they were in the text.
The instructional aide would stop and help the students find their place. Charles did
not need help to follow along in the reader. This activity lasted 15 minutes. After
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returning to the general education room, the same group was immediately pulled aside
by the special education teacher for an alternative reading lesson. The special
education teacher was a master at teaching the alternative reading lesson. Charles was
asked to read aloud and did so without hesitation. He was one of the better readers in
the group. A social studies lesson was conducted late in the morning, however it
turned out to be a health lesson. The class was a bit unmanageable. The class was
divided into groups of four. Charles tried to take a leadership role in group but he had
a hard time getting the group to listen to his suggestions. Charles had great ideas but
had difSculty conununicating the ideas. The end of the activity closed with share time.
While the students were sharing Charles took over a picture the group was drawing
and added detail to it just as he had suggested to his group previously in the lesson.
Just before lunch, he reported to the resource room for a spelling lesson on the letter
y. The special education resource teacher intentionally avoided using the secondgrade curriculums spelling list. She explained she had made the spelling list up herself
and did not use the second-grade list because it was to hard for him. The special
education resource teacher explained she started with earlier lesson from the
alternative reading program spelling materials. During math Charles completed five of
the six problems correctly which the general education teacher assigned. He got all of
the story problem steps correct, but did not complete the calculations.
The second day was similar to the previous day’s schedule. Charles began his
day in the homeroom, than followed the instructional aide to another room to
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complete the story th ^ began the day before. After 15 minutes, Charles reported
back to his home room to work on a lesson with r-controUed words. Writing the first
sentence in his journal, Charles wrote the first word leant incorrectly leran. The
teacher intervened and dictated the list of words to Charles, which he spelled correctly.
The general education teacher proceeded with a lesson on parts of speech, Charles
attention started to drift. For the next 20 minutes, he did not attend to the lesson or
participate with type of responses. The teacher assigned the students to write a poem
with four lines. Charles wrote one a sentence on four lines and then proceeded to
perch himself on a chair and look around the room. The general education teacher
was pleased with his attempt and instructed him work on his book report. By the end
of the period, he had completed his assignment, however with many spelling errors.
Although, his productivity was high. The last period of the morning Charles reported
to the resource room, where Charles worked with the instructional aide on SRA
controlled readers, which happened to match his placement in the alternative reading
program. This happened by chance, not by the planning of the special education
resource teacher.
Observations from the afternoon indicated that the homeroom teacher reported
Charles demonstrated understanding of borrowing, so she sent him with an
instructional aide to another room to work on a special lesson.
Charles stated that he did not feel he need extra help from the special education
resource teacher, though he would not mind help from her in math. The special
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education resource teacher was asked about Charles need for assistance in math and
she said she was instructed to just keep an eye on him. She responded that was what
she was doing. The general education teacher admitted that Charles struggles in math.
Services provided to Charles. Charles received instruction from the special
education teacher that was teaching in the general education classroom and the special
education teacher in the resource room. He also received help from two different
instructional aides. He was receiving literacy-based instruction in large group with the
support of the special education teacher in reading in the inclusive classroom, in small
group by the special education teacher in the puU-aside alternative reading program,
and spelling instruction in the resource room by the special education resource room.
He also received support by an instructional aide who listened to him read aloud.
The special education teacher was unable to visit Charles’ classroom everyday
because of her busy schedule, so he received the literacy-based reading program for
three consecutive days and the alternative reading program for three consecutive days.
The general education teacher was happy Charles was receiving help in both programs
and stated that reinforcement was what he needed. She also was pleased with any
incidentals that the resource teacher gave along the way. The general education
teacher helped to monitor Charles within the class. He also participated in cooperative
learning groups.
Charles* teacher’s roles. The special education teacher working in the
inclusive classroom went into the rooms of students with lEPs. The district mandated
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special education services could only service students that had been labeled. The
special education teacher taught a pull-aside alternative reading program within the
general education classroom. It was designed to have the special education teacher in
the resource room reinforcing the reading skills taught in the alternative reading
program. This was not observed. The principal was not happy that the students with
disabilities were having to be pulled from the general education classroom to be
service by the resource teacher, which is inconsistent with the idea of inclusion, which
is to keep students with disabilities fWl-dme in the general education classroom. In
speaking with the special education teacher about the pull-aside alternative reading
program and the pull-out resource reading program, she stated that the two systems
were not compatible, but that there was no choice in the matter. In some of the
buildings in the district they did not participate in the alternative reading program and
in this building the teachers wanted it.
The special education teacher did not have scheduled planning time with the
general education teachers. The principal noted that some of the planning was done
over lunch. Moreover, the special education teacher did not know if the skills taught
in the alternative reading program were being transferred to the general education
reading program. She confessed she did not know because she was not in the room
when the students were reading their books. The special education resource teacher
stated she depended on the general education teachers to make a contact with her if
there was a problem with any of her students.
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Chris* inclusive experience. Chris is one o f six students with learning
disabilities in a class of 30 students. On the BASS reading subtest he earned a mean
score of 6.3 ( z = -0.76), ranking 22nd of 30. The other students with disabilities
earned ranks of 1 7, 20, 23,24, and 28. Chris performed at the mid range o f students
with disabilities on the reading subtest. The mean score for students without
disabilities was 11.1 (14.2 + 4.1) below average for sixth-graders in the spring. He
I

scored 16 ( z + -1.24) correct on the math subtest, ranking him 27th. The average
subtest score for students without disabilities was 24.5, slightly below average (30.6 +
12.0) for spring testing of sixth-graders.
Chris was referred to special education for social and emotional reasons, prior
to that he was involved in a resource program for students with learning disabilities.
At the time of referral, Chris had a Full Scale I Q o f 103 on the WISC-R, and a
scoring percentile of 36.4 in reading and 50.5 in mathematics on the Standford
Achievement Test.
His lEP objectives included improvement in reading comprehension, written
language, task completion, and peer interaction.
On the first day of observation, Chris was assigned to a sixth-grade homeroom,
but at 8:35 a m. each morning he and two classmates reported to a different sixthgrade group for reading instruction. Afier arriving to the classroom, the general
education teacher reviewed the schedule for the day and encouraged the students to
use the reading period to take their writing assignments to the computer lab for
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editing. It was observed Chris was working independently on the computer while the
lab teacher and the student teacher monitored Chris and individual students. The group
returned to their reading instruction, accompanied by the teacher. The students sat in
groups and read the novel Roll o f Thunder, Hear My Cry. Working with the student
teacher, Chris’ group completed a semantic map on segregation and wrote the
information in a booklet. After completing the assignment, the students took turns
reading orally. Chris was reminded to return to his homeroom for math.
For math, Chris worked in a small group with the special education teacher in
the back of the room reviewing a ditto sheet on measurements of volume. After the
review, he completed the ditto independently for the remainder of the hour.
Simultaneously, the general education teacher assigned questions for homework and
assigned a ditto on tetrahedrons and students used string to complete the assignment.
In speaking with Chris’ mother, she felt he was disappointed because he still
participated in some pull-out services when he was promised he would participate fully
in general education. Chris also admitted he did not like being in a different room for
reading at first, but than he got used to it because he had made a lot of new fiiends.
Services Chris received. Special services consisted o f remediation in
mathematics and the pull-out reading program. Chris was aware he received help in
math and reading, stating that his tests were not as long as the students without
disabilities, but the test were the same. He stated he still studied for the unit test, just
as the other students did. Chris participated in inclusion, however regrouping of the
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original homeroom teams for math and reading did occur with other students with
disabilities. Co-teaching took place in the math and reading classes with the general
and special education teachers working together. This gave Chris access to both
teachers.
Chris' teacher’s roles. The special education teacher co-taught with the
I

general education teacher in both reading and mathematics. It was observed the
general education teacher reviewed the daily schedule for the students. She instructed
students to work on an assignment in the computer lab monitored by the student
teacher. The student teacher was observed later, working with Chris and his group
reading orally, discussing the novel, and completing a semantic map. The general
education teacher was not observed working much with the students in the inclusive
setting.
The special education teacher worked with a small group, including Chris in a
small pull-out group in the back of the general education classroom. The students
reviewed a ditto containing measurements for half of the period.

Summap
In reviewing the Minnesota model, many drawbacks seemed to surface even
though this well planned model was implemented with the best intentions from the
district, school administrators, and teachers. The following drawbacks were observed:
(a) The model was a part of the continuum of services for students with
learning disabilities. Not all educators were involved in implementing the
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approach, approximately three-fourths were involved.
(b) Students “at-risk” were not allowed the services of the special educator so
a second reading program was implement but, the two reading programs did
not coincide with one another. This contributed to the problem of
inconsistencies of instruction between the special education inclusive reading
teacher and the resource teacher.
(c) The primary level model was school wide, distributing students with
disabilities evenly throughout the grade level, which held the whole school
accountable for the success of the program. However, one special education
teacher followed a fixed schedule in the general education classrooms, but she
had no co-planning time set aside to collaborate with the general education
teachers. Furthermore, The special education resource teacher had no planning
time with the general education teachers or the special education teacher who
implemented the alternative reading program. It was noted the special
education resource teacher stated Charles did not need reinforcement in math,
while the general education teacher stated math was an area Charles struggled
in.
(d) The special education teacher who implemented the alternative reading
program in the inclusive setting and the special education resource teacher
worked independently of each other. The in-class service focused on the
alternative reading program, whereas the pull-out service provided
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reinforcement in oral reading and math, while neither programs were aligned to
support each other.
(e) At the intermediate level, roles were determined by the individual teams.
During mathematics and language arts, learning disabled students and low
achievers were placed together.
(0 No training, outside of the teachers receiving alternative reading training,
was noted.
(g) A strong dépendance on the classroom partners and cooperative grouping
was seen.
(h) The students observed in the classroom were not noted as gaining
academically. There was no proof through observation or through test scores
to indicate the inclusive program was meeting the special needs of the student.
No social gains were noted by the testimony of the teachers or the observed
students, in the inclusive setting.
Conclusions
At this point, the models of Kansas, Washington, and NGnnesota have been
reviewed collectively, conclusions regarding inclusion can be drawn from these model.
Firstly, special education in the form of inclusion is no longer “special
education. Baker and Zigmond (1995) wrote in their article about the implications of
the models, “ based on our observations of 10 students with learning disabilities in the
six schools [three of which were reviewed in this paper] over 10 school days, as well
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as our conversations with school personnel, we believe that students with learning
disabilities in these models of inclusive education were getting a very good general
education” (p. 175). Individual programming for students with disabilities was not
observed in the inclusive models. “Accommodations that were made were generally
implemented for the entire class” (p. 175). It was clear in the inclusive classrooms, by
design, special education was no longer special.
Special education has to be focused on individual need, carefully planned and
delivered consistently with researched supported practice (Zigmond & Baker, 1996).
To support this point. Baker and Zigmond sent out their collection of data and
observations of the models to colleagues that were experts in the field of inclusion.
These colleagues responded with the following comments. The first colleague noted
instruction was not more intensive or more individually delivered (Zigmond & Baker,
1995). He also stated instruction was the key ingredient, not placement (Zigmond
&Baker, 1995). The second colleague stated special education requires a deliberate
organization and remarkable instructional efforts (Zigmond & Baker, 1995). The third
colleague said special education needs the adapting of materials and instructional
strategies and instruction presented in a structured, clear, paced manner, monitoring
progress (Zigmond & Baker, 1995). It was clear opportunities in the inclusive
classroom for students with disabilities were not available and it was evident by the
researchers and their colleagues. Opportunities for individualized programming was
lost to the idea students with disabilities needed to be in the same classroom as
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students without disabilities.
It is true the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) required “to
the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities...are educated with their
nondisabled peers, and that separate classes, separate schooling, or removal of children
within the regular environment occurs only when the nature and severity of the
disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aides
and services cannot be attained satisfactorily” (IDEA sec 6612 (5) (B). The law
protects students with disabilities to be placed in the general education classroom, but
only when the students is served satisfactorily. The observed students were not served
satisfactorily in the inclusive model.
Secondly, outcomes were poorly displayed through academic or behavioral
outcomes. Washington was the only model providing reading performance test scores
from the BASS of students with disabilities in the fall and spring. The scores signified
38% of the students with learning disabilities assessed made reading gains above the
standard error of measurement. Subsequently, 62% of the students with disabilities
tested did not prove to gain in reading performance in the inclusive setting. More than
half of the students with disabilities did not make any academic gains in reading in one
academic year.
Moreover, the dissatisfaction of services, shown by the lack of output fi'om
students with disabilities, could have been a reflection of the fact that little or no
continuum o f services were available. The continuum refers to instruction for school47

age children in resource rooms and self-contained classes, in day treatment and
residential programs, to early intervention and school-to-work transitions (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1995). As formerly noted, Carlber^ Kavale, Sindelar, Deno, Madden, Slavin,
Leinhardt, and Palley all agree for certain that special education programs appear to
promote greater academic gains than do general education classrooms (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1995).
Outcomes, in the inclusion model in achievement were unsatisActory despite
the fact that a great amount of monetary and professional resources were used, and
extraordinary efiforts by administrators and teachers in the models. An appropriate
scale for measuring the effectiveness of inclusive programming is to demonstrate
whether the student with disabilities performance had improved within the setting
(Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, & Fuchs, 1995). In the observations of students
with disabilities in the inclusive classroom, the level of participation and the
engagement in learning tasks suggested not much learning was taking place (Zigmond
& Baker, 1996).
Moreover, the inclusive school personnel needed to make a commitment,
adopting the integrated philosophy that students with disabilities could achieve in the
general education classroom, if individual programming was received.
Within the classroom, the general and special education teachers needed to
monitor and adapt on-going instruction to meet the individual needs of students with
disabilities. All the sites used modifies materials, assignments, and evaluated tasks.
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Teachers had shortened assignments such as weekly spelling words, numbers of
problems in math assignments and made opportunities available to rehearse reading
selections. Literature has suggested that general education teachers make few
substantive instructional modifications in their classes, although minor modifications
such as shortened assignments and preferential seating are somewhat made more often
I

(Baker & Zigmond, 1990). These modifications were made not only fisr the students
with disabilities but also the students without disabilities. "Rarely was adaptations

i

directed at a single student. When they did, they consisted of more explicit
instructions repeated, specifically, to a particular student” (Baker & Zigmond, 1995,

j

p. 173)

Along with adaptation to the individual student with disabilities, goals and
objectives in the students lEP needed continual assessment through observation,
classroom work, teacher made tests, informal assessment, and standardized testing, in
order to monitor progress. The curriculum needed to be adapted (outside of just
reducing assignment length and reducing the number of spelling words) to the specific
style of learning o f the student with disabilities, adding new material, at the student’s
individual pace. Curriculum needed to be presented at an instructional level, in the
students Zone of Proximity. It was observed the students with disabilities were
fimctioning at a fiiistration level within the integrated classroom. Also, learning
strategies needed to be implemented, such as preorganizers, memory games,
highlighting new and important information, reducing expectations, braking down
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tasks, and using assisted adaptations like computers and larger print. These help the
students with disabilities use specific tools in haw to learn.
Thirdly, co-planning and collaboration are an important componant in inclusive
programming. General education and special education teachers needed to learn to
work together outside of the co-teaching environment. Planning time was built into
the schedule of special education teachers in Kansas, on-the-fly in Washington, and
not at all in Nfinnesota. “Observations of two planning meetings highlighted the types
of decisions that were required for co-teaching to work smoothly. Mostly teachers
talked about what would be taught and how it would be taught. The special education
teacher made suggestions for ways to infiise learning strategies, graphic organizers, or
a hands-on activity into a lesson that was outlined in the teacher’s manual” (Baker &
Zigmond, 1995, p. 172). Planning did not include data fi’om students EEPs. Formal
and informal testing was not part of the collaborative planning. Discussions of what
worked well previously were not heard (Baker & Zigmond, 1995).
Planning and collaboration was essential in the implementation of individual
programming. “For inclusive classrooms, teachers need to plan what will be taught by
whom and to map out how the special education teacher will fonction in the
classroom” (Roach, 1995). It has been noted planning time was helpfol in not only
enhancing the inclusive setting but also in helping teachers build on the strengths of the
other inclusive teachers (Roach, 1995).
Lastly, all the models wanted to give the students with disabilities more
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assistance, which was given in the form of peer assisted help, or namely a study buddy.
“Peer-mediated strategies served to increase the opportunities for individual student
responding and provided coaching for students who could not manage classroom work
on their own” (Baker & Zigmond, 1995, p. 174). Teacher assisted support was
replaced with peer assisted support. This was concerning because the support by the
students was not always behaviors that would benefit the student with disabilities, such
as students without disabilities giving answers and cheating.
In closing, the three models that were reviewed provided instruction to
students with and without disabilities in the general education classroom. However,
many implications fi’om this type of instruction was observed for the student with
disabilities. One of the implications noted was lack of teacher training. Bender (1985)
found in earlier studies teachers were anxious about the quality of academic work
students with disabilities were producing in the mainstream classrooms, and expressed
it was because their own level of preparation for main streaming.
Training would help in developing an inclusive program that would better meet
the individual needs of students with disabilities. Throughout this overview of the
three inclusive models, it was noted in two of the three cases administrators, teachers,
and students involved in the inclusive classrooms were consistently not trained in the
implementation of the inclusive program. Lack of training was apparent, through the
observation of little or no planning time, poor or no collaboration, very few effective
strategies or remediations implemented for students with disabilities, no distinction in
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teacher roles, and no academic proof students with disabilities were benefiting in the
inclusive classroom.
Those involved with the inclusive classroom, administrators, teachers, parents,
and possibly students, needed training such as in-service training designed to highlight

I

all the components that promote success. First, special education teachers must have

I

unique preparation as to provide unique services to students with disabilities (Zigmond

I

& Baker, 1995). Noted by one of the colleagues, preservice and inservice preparation
for general education teachers must continue to emphasize the way in which the
general education teacher can accommodate the needs of diverse learners, students
with disabilities among them, in the general education classroom (Zigmond & Baker,
1995). Examples needed to be demonstrated as to preferred rolls of teachers, support
staff and students involved with the inclusive students. Administrator needed to be
educated in special education and have knowledge of the importance of properly
delivering inclusion. The administrator could have than helped oversee the delegation
of rolls and ensure the proper services were being rendered. Also, if trained properly
with the right information, the administrator could have lobby for her school to keep
the continuum of services, keeping in mind inclusion does not meet the needs of all
students. Proper training could be beneficial to all those involved with inclusion.
Specific roles for teachers in the inclusive setting include providing large and
small group instruction, teaching learning strategies, plan coUaboratively to meet
individual student needs, assessing group needs, planning whole-class instruction, and
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monitoring. As teachers, both special and general education, prepare for the roles of
inclusion, addressing both individual and group needs, it is sa6 to assume training is
an inevitable component for the success of inclusion.
Four major areas of teacher training for inclusion were suggested by Virginia
Roach (1995). Firstly, many teachers have no physical picture of what an inclusion
program looks like. Classroom observations and video tapes of inclusive classrooms
would help to provide a frame of reference. Also, teachers must understand the nature
of the inclusive setting, it’s theoretical basis and what it proposes to accomplish
(Showers, 1990).
Secondly, in service training should revolve around problem-solving of
resources and strategies teachers could use to meet the needs of their students with
disabilities.
Thirdly, curricular adaptations and instructional strategies should be included
in the training. Techniques such as, cooperative learning, peer tutoring, thematic
instruction, and classroom management. It was found by Showers, 1990 teachers who
understood the theory of a curriculum or strategy, saw multiple demonstrations of the
new material and had chances to practice in the in service setting, nearly all teachers
developed sufficient skills to implement the skills within the inclusive classroom.
Lastly, in service training should address the fear of change. It is hard for
some educators to deal with the stress and anxiety connected with dramatic changes
associated with the restructuring of the inclusive setting.
53

According to Shower, Joyce, & Bennet (1987), staff development or training
can make a considerable contribution to the improvement of schools. This
improvement includes the learning capabilities and achievement of our students.
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CHAPTER THREE
Purpose of the Study
Students with learning disabilities are presently being placed in inclusive
classrooms in order to learn academically along side students without disabilities.
There students with disabilities are receiving an education, but th ^ are not receiving
an education that meets their individual needs. That is students with disabilities are
not receiving a “special” education. It has been noted in studies conducted by Baker
and Zigmond, teachers and administrators are not receiving appropriate training in
order to effectively implement an inclusive program that meets the needs of students
with disabilities. The purpose of this study is to examine if administrators, teachers,
and para-professionals teaching in inclusive programming received training and what
type of training they did receive in preparation.
Methods
PAEticipants

South Elementary was chosen to participate in the survey because it was a
school that participated in inclusive programming as a school-wide effort. The sample
of this study was comprised of one administrator, one special education resource
teacher, ten general education teachers, and one para-professional. The administrator
had 18 years of teaching experience and seven years of administrating experience, the
special education teacher had 23 years of special education teaching experience, three
of the general education teachers had 18 or more years of experience, two had 12-17
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years o f experience, and five had 6-11 years of experience, and the para-professional
had eight years of experience. All participants were female who worked at South
Elementary, a suburban school on the south-east side of Grand Rapids which had an
enrollment o f356 total population, 27 o f the students having a DEP. South Elementary
School had three classrooms at each grade level, kindergarten through fifth grade.
Classroom sizes ranged form 22 to 27 students. Students with disabilities were
distributed evenly among the grade levels. The school integrated 14 of the students
with disabilities into the general education classroom, the remainding 13 students with
disabilities received full time services.
Setting
South Elementary has been involved in inclusion for four years, implementing a
program designed by the resource teacher. The implementation was suggested by the
districts special education supervisor. Originally, one teacher at each grade level was
chosen by the administrator to participate in the inclusive programming.
Approximately four students with disabilities were placed in each general education
classroom at each grade level. At that time, one full-time special education teacher
and one half- time special education teacher distributed their time evenly among the
inclusive classrooms and supported the general education teacher. Support was in the
form of working in small groups in the back of the room and monitoring while the
general education teacher instructed the large group. However, the inclusive general
education teachers were very dissatisfied with the inclusive programming and lobbied
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the special education supervisor and the school administrator to have the inclusive
programming a school-wide movement. In response to the inclusive general education
teachers, a continuum of services was put in place, adding a categorical room, a
resource room, and placing students with disabilities throughout the grade levels
evenly. Also, Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction (ECRI), a language arts
program was implemented school wide. In this program, students are distributed
throughout the school to participate in a reading group that is taught at their ability
level for one and a half hours a day, five days a week. Kindergarten, first, and secondgrade students are distributed among the three grade levels and third, fourth, and fifthgrade students are distributed among the three grade level according to ability. On
alternating Thursdays, school is recessed at 1:20 p.m. and teachers are given two
hours for individualized planning of all students.
Measurement Instrument
The measurement instrument used in this study was a questionnaire given to
administrators, teachers, and para-professional that are currently participating in the
inclusive programming. The survey was comprised of 17 short answer items. These
17 items were divided into three sections: Personal Information, Role in Inclusion, and
Training Received. The Personal Information section contained questions about the
administrator’s, teacher’s, or para-professional’s gender, school location, certification,
status, and years of teaching experience. The questions in the Role in Inclusion
section pertained to involvement and responsibilities of the participants. For example,
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“Have you been involved in inclusive programming at any time in your career?” and
“What roles and responsibilities did you play in the inclusive programming?” The
Training Received section contained questions about what type of training was
received prior to the implementation of the inclusive programming. For example,
“What type of training did you receive at the district level, the university level, or on
your own?”; “If you received training or education, what was taught in regards to
behavior management, co-teaching, and mildly handicapped learners?”; and “What
training did you receive in regards to instructional methods in read language, written
language, or mathematics?” Also, questions were asked if the training received helped
the administrator, teacher, or para-professional become a better teacher. For example,
“Did training help you become a better teacher? In what way?”, “Do you think
inservice training is a good resource for information about implementing inclusive
programming? In what way?”, and “What added training would you like to receive in
order to work effectively with students included into general education classrooms?”
A copy of the survey is contained in Appendix B.
Procedures
The participants were told they were being surveyed to find out if those
involved in inclusive programming received training before implementation of the
inclusive model. Each participant that was approached was given a survey and they
completed it at that time. The teacher conducting the surv^ stayed in close proximity
in order to clarify any questions the participant may have had. After all the contacts
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had been made and the questionnaires were completed, each response in the Roll in
Inclusion and Training Received section was reported.
Hypothesis
It was hypothesized at the beginning of this study that inclusion moves away
from case-by-case placement decisions. That is that full-time placement of all students
with learning disabilities in the inclusive classroom will result in the Silure of some to
I

obtain an appropriate education. General education can be made more
accommodating of students with disabilities through innovations such as cooperative

I

learning, but it is believed that there are limits in just how resourcefW an inclusive

\

classroom can become, especially without the proper training of administrator,
teachers, and para-professionals, in implementing an inclusive program.
Results
Those individuals surveyed had all participated in inclusive programming for at
least one to four years. In the section. Training Received, ten questions addressing
training were analyzed of the administrator, the special education teacher, the ten
general education teachers, and the para-professional participants and the results were
as followed. To the question, “What type of training or education did you receive at
the district level for preparation of inclusive programming?” Twenty percent of the
general education teachers indicated they received one, half-day inservice on
management and one, half-day inservice on an overview of inclusive programming.
The special education teacher received one, half-day inservice on classroom
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management, and the administrator received one, half-day inservice on management.
Eighty percent of the general education teachers and the one para-professional
received no training at the district level for preparation of implementing inclusive
programming.
To the question, “What type of training or education did you receive at the
university level?” Eight percent of all the participants indicated they received special
education training which was relevant to teaching in inclusive programming. In other
words, only one teacher, the special education teacher, received any training in
inclusion in their training program. In contrast, 92% received no training at the
university level for preparation of implementing inclusive programming.
To the question, ‘^What type of education or training did you receive on your
own?” Fifteen percent of the total group indicated they received training on site
working with students with disabilities, 15% of the total group indicated they read
about inclusion in journal articles, 8% of the total group indicated they attended a
seminar at the Kent Intermediate School District (KISD), and 8% of the total group
indicated they sought advice from a speech therapist and a psychologist in their
building. However, 53% of the total group received no type of education or training
on their own.
To the question, “If you received training and/or education, what was taught in
regards to behavior management?” Thirty-one percent of the total group indicated
they received education and/or training in behavior management. Management
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education and/or training consisted of special education training, Lee Canter’s
Assertive Discipline, and Respect and Responsibility in the classroom. In contrast,
69% of the total group received no training and/education in classroom management.
i

To the question, “What type of education and/or training did you receive in

!

I

regards to co-teaching?” One hundred percent of the total group indicated they

I

received no education and/or training.

I

To the question, "What type of education and/or training did you receive in
regards to instructional methods in read language, written language, and
I

mathematics?” Fifteen percent of the total group indicated they had received graduate
courses in reading, and 8% indicated they had attended an inservice on writing and
math manipulatives for general education students. In contrast, 77% of the total
group indicated they had received no education or training in regards to instruction
methods for the inclusive setting.
To the question, “What type of training did you receive in regards to
awareness of mildly handicapped learners?” Eight percent of the total group indicated
they received special education training which taught about the various types of
disabilities. Of the total group, 92% indicated they received no training about mildly
handicapped learners. However one general education teacher served on a Reading
for Special Education committee and another general education teacher sought help
from team members in her building about teaching students with disabilities.
Regarding those individuals who had received inclusive training, when asked, “Did the
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training you receive help you become a better inclusive teacher?”, only 29% indicated
the training helped to implement inclusive programming. In contrast, 71% of the
seven individuals who received some type of training indicated th ^ did not feel the
training received helped them become a better inclusive teacher.
To the question. D o you think inservice training is a good resource for
information about implementing inclusive programming? Sixty-nine percent of the
total group indicated inservice training would be a good resource. The majority of
these individuals indicated on site training job training and administrative support
would be more beneficial. In contrast, 32% of the total group indicated inservice
training would offer cute ideas but would not be intense enough.
To the question, “What added training would you like to receive in order to
work effectively with students included into general education classrooms?” 23% of
the total participants indicated infiarmation on best practices in remediating deficit
areas in regards to the student with disabilities would be beneficial, 23% indicated
information on co-teaching would be beneficial, 15% stated they would have benefited
fi'om management training, and 15% felt observing other inclusive teachers would be
beneficial. In contrast, 23% of the total group indicated in order for students with
disabilities to receive an education in the general education classroom to meet their
needs students with disabilities should be pulled out and remediate in their deficit area.
Conclusion
In this study the total education and /or training the administrator received in
61

regards to inclusive programming was one, half-day inservice on management in the
inclusive classroom. She received no training in co-planning, instructional methods, or
awareness o f mildly handicapped learners. The administrator's role is to help
implement the inclusive program, delegate teachers roles in the program, block out
time for co-planning, and to monitor the program to ensure services are being
rendered. The minimal training the administrator received may result in difficulty of
facilitating the inclusive program.
Out of the ten general education teachers surv^ed, one teacher received one
half day in service on classroom management regarding inclusion, and one teacher
received one half day in service on an overview of inclusive programming. As far as
specific information regarding inclusion, one general education teacher noted she
advised with colleagues about appropriate practices with students with disabilities and
two general education teachers read journal articles for information regarding inclusive
programming. Two of the general education teachers had taken graduate reading
courses in reading which taught various instructional methods and one general
education teacher attended an inservice on writing and the use of math manipulative.
However, none of the training was in regards to inclusive programming. Concerning
the awareness of the mildly handicapped learner, none of the general education
teachers recieved training, however one general education teacher served on a Reading
for Special Education committee and another general education teacher sought help
from team members in the building who were familiar with teaching students with
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disabilities. Less than half of the teachers recieved any type of education or training in
regards to inclusive programming. Of the half that recieved education or training, they
recieved only very minimal. In order for inclusive programming to be successful
general education teachers need to have skills to effectively co-teach with coUaegues
involved in inclusion. Instructional methods that are appropriate for the students with
disabilities are important in order to address their deficit areas. Also, the general
education teacher needs an awamess of the mildly handicapped learner to more
effectively implement the inclusive program.
The special eduacation teacher recieved training in management, instructional
methods, and awareness of the mildly handicapped learner fi'om the training she
recieved at the university level. Her training gave her helpful knowledge in teaching in
the inclusive setting, however she did not receive training in co-teaching which is a
critical componant of inclusion.
The paraprofessional recieved no training in regards to co-planning,
instuctional methods, or awareness of the handicapped learner in regards to inclusive
programming. It has been noted in the previous chapter paraprofessionals plat a key
role in the instruction of students with disabilities in inclusive programs. Training
would be beneficial to help insure students with disabilities are recieving appropriate
services fi’om the paraprofessional.
The special education teacher and one general education teacher felt the
training they recieved helped them become a better inclusive teachers. The
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administrator, the special education teacher, and six o f the general education teachers
thought inservice training was a good source of information for inclusive proramming
for ideas, techniques, and co-planning. The majority o f the total group felt on the job
training would be the most beneficial.
Overall the participants in the survey felt information of the various types of
disabilities and practices that are effective with students with disabilities, observing
experts in the feild of inclusion on site, training in collaboration, and management
would benefit administrators, teachers, and paraprofessionals involved with inclusive
programming.
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Appendix A

INCLUSION AND TRAINING
Penonal Informatioii
1.

Male

2. ____ Suburban

Female (Check one)
Urban (School located)

3.

General Education

4.

Administrator

5. ___ 0-5

^Special Education (Certification)
Teacher

6-11

Paraprofessional(status)

12-17 ___ 18— (Years of teaching experience)

Role in Inclusion
6. Have you been involved in inclusion at any time in your career? If yes, explain.

7. What roles and responsibilities did you play in the inclusion model?

Inclusive Training Received
8. What type of training or education did you receive at the district level for
preparation of the inclusive model?

9. At the University level?

10. What type of training or education did you receive on your own?

11. If you received training and/or education, what was taught in regards to behavior
management?

12. In regards to co-teaching?

13. In regards to instructional methods in read language, written language, or
mathematics?

I
I

14. In regards to the awareness of mildly handicapped learners?

15. Did the training you received help you become a better inclusive teacher? In what
way?

16. Do you think inservice training is a good resource for information about
implementing inclusive programming? In what way?

17. What added training would you like to receive in order to work effectively with
students included into general education classrooms ?
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